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Introduction

Cooperation and unity among the Baltic states. Ever since the “singing
revolution” in Latvia, Estonia and Lithuania in the late 1980s, this issue has been of
importance to governments, societies and the press in all three countries. It seemed to be
one of the most important atiwhely issues in Baltic policy - one to which the most
intensive attention must be devoted. The singing revolution has passed, however, that the
cooperation amongagpular movements has been replaced by cooperation at the state
level. The issue of cooperation ang the newly independent Baltic states has not lost it
timeliness, even though the questions are no longer posited as eltyotdoriaudly as
was the case during the process of restandgpendence of the Baltic states. So wha
kind of cooperation exists among the Baltic states in the pogpéndence period, how
significant is this issue, what is its future, and what are the prospects for development o
cooperation within the context of European integration processes? The goal of this paper
is to find answers to these qgtiess through an analysis of whether cooperation over the
course of time will lead to integration.

Some words about coopéaa in general. In world politics is difficult to achieve
cooperation. It varies among issues and over time. Caapedaes not mean absence of
conflict, butmore a process that involves the use of discord to stimulate mutual
adjustment. Cooperation is not equivalent to harmony: harmony requires complete identity
of interests, but cooperation can take place in situations that contain a mixture of
conflicting and complementary interests. Therefore cooperation does not neoesshry
to be unanimously in all cooperative arrangements, how society of Baltic countries quite
often imagine. No, cooperation requires that the actions of separate individuals or
organizations - which are not in pre-existent harmony - be brought into conformity with
one another through a process of negotiation, whichte&n aeferred to as “policy

coordination”. Cooperation occurs when actors adjust their behavior to the preferences o



others, through a process of policy coordination and thus, may includeateamnts o

conflict. In short, cooperation is not smooth ashekllistic thing.

The significance of Baltic cooperation in the foreign policies of

Latvia, Estonia and Lithuania

Baltic cooperation at this time is hampered by the absence of a distidet tea
leader that could undertakmitiation and coordination of cooperation projects.
Theoretically, Latvia is prepared to play this role, because it is located in the geographic
center of the Baltistates and has borders with both neighboring republics. At the same
time, however, the other Baltitades choose tonaphasize their own significance —
Estonia as the most ecanioally successful of the Baltic states, and Lithuania as the
largest country in terms of population. illSto a certain extent Latvia has a stailg
role in Baltic cooperation, and Latvia's foreign policy concept states that cooperation
among the Baltic states is a priority issue for Rig4is official position is facilitated by
Latvia's geopolitical situation and economic interests. Latwéike Lithuania, does not
neighbor Poland, with which it would be useful to elshlclose plitical and economi
links; unlike Estonia, it does not have a powerful cooperation partner such as Finland.
Latvia’s official position considers Baltic cooperation as a priority issue, which is not in
conflict with efforts to join the European Union and NATO as quickly as possible.

Latvia believes that closer tripartite cooperation will only serve to facilitate the
potential accession of the Baltic states to the EU and NATO. According to the officia
views of the Latvian government, trilateral economic, political raiitiary cooperéon is
by no means an obstacle to reaching important Baltic goals, i.e., membership in the
economic and military structures of the West. At the same time, however, Latvian policy
has been flexible ,upporting themplementation of individual bilateral projects with
Estonia, moving forward more raiy with Tdlinn and involving the third country,
Lithuania, only latef. This shows that Latvia’s position on the tactics involved in Baltic
cooperation can adjust to various options, hwitt, however, reducing the trilateral

cooperation itself.
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The goal of this reportis to find answers to tbkowing quesions: what kind o
cooperation exists naong the Baltic states in the post-independence period, how
significant is this issue and what are the prospects for daveltt of copeation within
the context of European integration processes

First chapter outlooks the significance of Baltic cooperation in the foreign
policies of Latvia, Estonia and Lithuania.

Then attention is paid to the economic cooperation: the Baltic fiaae t
agreement (September, 1993), free trade agreement on agricultural goods (July, 1996)
and failure of plans to implement a customs union among the Baltic states as well as on
plans of cooperation in the next areas.

The third chapter analyzes the cooperation in foreign policy in terms of efforts to
join the EU and to relations with Russia. The report shows that EU’s decision on
enlargement has split the Balstates into two parts, creating serious woralesut the
further existence of a unified Baltic territory, but at the same time facilitating Baltic
cooperation overall. Concernindatons with Russia, in basic issues, irrespective of
differences, which the Baltic states may have on other matters, the three are adeato t
common position.

Chapter on military cooperation taoks the multilateral projects — the Balti
peacekeeping battalion, the Baltic naval squadron, the Baltic air space surveillance
network, the Baltic Defense College and different opinions concerning the ideao
establishing the military alliance.

The last chapter analyzes the role of common institutions for Raltiperation:
the Baltic Assembly and the Baltic Council of Ministers. Much higher level o
institutions (suprartmnal) will be possible expect only in relation to the structures of the
European Union in future. The experience of the Nordic and Benelux countries shows
that the role of regional institutions within integrated European structures does not
disappear or diminish.

In conclusion, the author points out that accession of the Baltic states to
international institutions (EU and NATO) is much more a matter of the national interests
of each of the three countries in terms of ensuring security and economic growth than i
is a matter of pure Baltic cooperation. However, the idea that membership in
international institutions will fully replace Baltic cooperation isaurfded. Therefore, it
is possible to speak rather of the fact thaiti®cooperation has anged, and is
continuing to change in terms of its content. External factors, especially the integration
process on the road to the European Union, will pose serious challenges to Baltic
cooperation in the next several years. If thisoples surived successfully, then, after
the accession of the Baltic states to the EU, a new level of cooperation anatiobegr
could emerge among the Baltic countries.



Baltic cooperation is directly affected by the economic interests of hitee t
countries, as well as by European integration processes. For that reason, itis important to
consider the issue of whether further depment of Baltic cooperation might hinder the
three countries in reaching their important foreign policy goal of joining the European
Union and, in the more distant future, the NATIace. There are various views on this
issue; many leading politicians in Estonia and Lithuania feel that the matter is sufficiently
important to warrant a fairly cool and reticent attitude vis-a-vis Baltic cooperation.

Before the publication of the European Commission’s “Age2@l20” doament
(which listed the first candidate countries from Eastern Europe with which membership
negotiations willbe gun by the EU), Benia’s leaders didhot try very hard to
emphasize the community of three countries in international forums. They fehithat
could harm Estonia’s chancesjahing the first raind of EU membership negotiations.

The Estonians wterstood that with respect to NAT@embership the Baltidates are

not competitors, because the only possible successful result is that all thidmittexlao

the alliance together. When it comes to EU expansion, however, Estonia has clearly
viewed itself as the leader among the three Baltic staied, the European Commission
report proved this to be true. Statements by Estonian and weslgiaigns to the fect

that Estonia in many respects is better than igghibbers were perceived with considerable
distaste by the other Baltic states, and especially Lithuania.

An important factor, which reduces Estonia’s interest in devoting much attention
to Baltic cooperation, is the fact that Tallinn hasmsy ecoomic, political and linguistic
ties with Finland that date back throughout histomglaiRd brings Estonia closer to the
Nordic countries, and it is Estonia’s largest trade partner and investor. It is precisely
Finland that has offered strorsmpport for Estonian membership in the EU. Héd&n
support for Latvia and Lithua is considerably more modé'st.

In the first half of 1997, before the Europeaantnission repd, there was an
interesting trend in Estonian foreigolicy — leading Estonian politiciansiggested that in
place of tripartite cooperation, there should be increased and intensified bilateral relations
between Estonia and Latvia. As was stated before, this idea met with approval in Latvia,
as well. Estonia is interested in establishing closer bilateral cooperatlohatvia, and
economic interests underpin this fact. What's more, Estonia and Latvia have a comparable
level of economic development, while reforms ithliania are proceeding relatively more

slowly. Estonian exports to economilgaleveloped countries have slowed down in recen
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years. Development of a trade relationship with Russia is hampered by an unfavorabl
trade regime, and the result of this is that the markets of Latvia, Ukraine and other
counties are quiteignificant for Esonia. The afivities of Estonia’s business circles are
increasingly being hampered by the country’s small size, and they, too, are starting to
increase activities in Latvia. Generally speaking, however, it must be said thattisé Fi
factor plays a more significant role in Estonian ignepolicy than does cooperation with

the other Baltic states. The latter issue does not carry as much weight in Estonian policy,
and frequently Benia is openly skepticabaut Baltic coopettin.

In Lithuanian foreign policy, too, there have been new trends with respect to
cooperation among the threelti®estates. After restoration of itsdependence, Lithuania
considered Latvia to hiés closest partner, but now the situation has changed to a certain
extent. Lithuania has resolved various differences of opinitim ¢ neghboring country
of Poland (territorial disputes and difficultiestivthe Polish minority in Lithuania), and
for the last several years Vilnius has focused more on cooperation with Poland and the
other countries of Central Europe. This can be explained by historical circaesstam
part, as well as by the fact that Lithuania and Poland are both Roman Catholic countries.
There are also Lithuania’s economic and political interestaiesider. Lithuanian
politicians feel that economically speaking, it would be advantageous for highioa
cooperate with the Central European countries, which have a commaetméarl50
million resdents. Compare that to the muahadler Baltic market of 8 million people.
Lithuania also feels that close politicahilitary and economic cooperation with Poland
will open the door to NATOquite soon. Lithuania actively expressislindividua
approach in the matter of NATO expansiomndastrating a lack of desire to pursue joint
Baltic tactics in the period before the NATO Madrid summil®97. Lithuania chose t
walk apart from the other Baltic states, feeling that Lithuania is ready to bedd&et
member state in the first round of enlargement. The Madnmirst did not satisfy
Lithuania’s yearnings, however, affrming instead that at leastin terms of NATO
expansion (unlike the case with EU enlargement), tlticBstates are seen as a
geopolitical entity, not as three separate states.

This shows that the issue of mutual cooperationregrthe Béic states is by
means simple, and this has much to do with the fact that existing camparaing the
three countries is progressing, but not as quickly or simply as would seem logical to an

outside viewer. We can conclude, therefore, that successful Baltic cooperation is largely
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dependent upon the importance which is attached to it in the foreign policies of the three
Baltic states, as well as the implementation of these policies in itegeiternational

situation.

Economic cooperatio

One of the priorities in Baltic cooperation is economic work. Eveugh the
Baltic states are largely seen as a unified region in the reset of the world, the fact is that
since the very beginning of the post-Soviet transformation process, the three countries
have chosen differing paths toward economic reform. Estonia’s economic policy was
closest to what has come to be known as “shock therapy”. Reforms in Lithuania were
implemented carefully and gradually. Latvia was somewhere between the other two
countries in terms of its own reforms. Does that mean that the Baliies are
competitors, or is there coordination of economic policiesranthe three?

Immediately after restoring theindependence, Latvia, Estonia and Lithuania
signed no fewer than 36 cooperation agreements in a wide variety of areas. The three
countries expressed a desire to find joint solutions to new,ittoafEeriod poblems,
thus reducing their dependency on the USSR and, later, Russia. The content of the
agreements and the speed with which they were concluded, however, did not provide for
a mechanism for impleméation of the pacts, and this, in fact, meant that many of the
intentions went unfulfilled. A certain emotional factor, as well as a common history,
promoted Baltic cooperation between 1990 and 1992 to a certain extent, but the
cooperation never reached a particularly serious level of development. In concentrating
most of their attention on the important political problem of achievitigdsawal of the
Russian armed forces, the Baltic states shunted aside other possible areas of cooperation,
especially in the area of eammic cooperation. Thus, for example, only 2% of Lithuania’s
foreign trade volume ih992 consisted of trade with Latvia, while the figure with Estonia
was only 196.

In 1993 there were serious changes in the trilateral cooperatimmgatine Baltic
states. All three countries were joined in the idea that the level of cooperation at that poin

was inadequate. In 1993 representatives of the Baltic governments announced the need t



establish the Baltic Council of Ministers, and on September 13 of the same year the Baltic
Free Trade Agreement was signed (more than six months before the conclusion of free
trade agreements between each of thkidBatates and the European om). The
agreement took effect in April 1994. Optimists hurried to praise the agreement as a good
foundation for mutual integtian anong the Baltic state§,although in fact it was merel

the first major achievement in the early phase of Baltic economic cooperation. The
introduction to the agreement expresses the desire of the parties the agreement to speed
up the establishment of a Baltic market and to establish joint trade relations on the basis of
the principles of the GenerAjreement on Tdffs and Trade. In the cohusion of the
agreement, not only economic principles, but also foreign policy considerations came into
play. The Baltic states already had free trade relations with the EFTA countries — Sweden,
Finland, Norway and Switzerland. The three Scandinavian countries had already applied
to join the European Union (Finland and Sweden are now members of the EU), and they
announced that they would try to d¢oane their free trade relations with theltigastates

even after membership. Accordingly, the conclusion of the Baltic Free Trade Agreemen
made it easier to handle trade issues with the EFTA countries and, simultaneously, to
draw nearer to the EU.

The Baltic Free Trade Agreement provided a legal pud@ng for trade relations
among the three countries, and it exgieed the Baltic market (which currently has 8
million resdents), providing for the free movement of goods which are accompanied by a
proper certificate of origin. The agreemgmbvided for a repeal of import tariffs in
mutual trade, although some exportftarremained in effect, thus affirming that
differences remained in Balticatle policies. Estonia implemented the most liberal trade
policies, choosing not to apply any export tariffs but maintaigueytitative limitations
on specific groups of goods that were linked to licensing procedures. Latvia and
Lithuania, however, maintained export tariffs on somesoof goods.

The Baltic Free Trade Agreement of 1993 took effect with respect to industria
goods, but problems remained with respect to agricultural products. All thlteesBates
had differing agricultural policies with respect to statesslidlsand customs tariffs. In
the area of agricultural trade, Estonigsvernment once again had the most liberal
policies. Because Estonia and Latvia had fairiypilar trade policies with respect to
agricultural goods, thought was given to the pditgilof concludng a free trade

agreement on agricultural goods just between those two couhTiesidea did not come



to fruition, however, especially because the world coretdl to view the Baltic states as a
unified political and economic space. Moreover, thanks to changes in the governments o
all three Baltic countries in995, there was greater activity in pursuit of a resolution to
the problem

After great difficulties and long-lasting disputes, the Baltic states finally signed a
free trade agreement containing lmoitations on trade in agudtural goods on July 16,
1996. The agreement took effect on January 1, 1997. Interestingly, it was Lithuania,
which opposed the conclusion of the agreement for the longest petitog,athanks t
Vilnius’ desire to maintain protectionisblicies. Now, however, Lithuania has proven to
be the main beneficiary of the agreement, because its exports oftagricgbods to the
other Baltic states have expanded, and it hasitiygotrade balance with both countries.

A good example of the fact that Latvia, Estonia and Lithuania focus more on their
integration into the European Union than they do on their declared goals of mutual
cooperation is the fact that a plan to implement a customs union among the Baltic states
never came to pass. On February 13, 1995, iheepministers of the Baltictates
adopted a resolution Kiag for the establishment of a customs uriioFhe government
leaders agreed that in concert with a specially elaborated plan, the customs union shoul
take effect on January 1, 1998. Tudibering opinions came to the fore very quickly
however. Some felt that the Baltic customs union would be a step toward more rapid
membership in the European Union; others felt that the establishment of the union woul
do nothing to promote Baltic accession to the EU. Defenders of the customs union felt
that the establishment of the structure would certainly speed up the admission of Latvia,
Estonia and Lithuania to the European Union, because the customs union would serve to
expand the Baltic market, the Balts would be able to attract a greater volumeigh for
capital, and the position of the Baltic countries in negotiations Biitissels about EU
membership would be strengthert&d.

A successful example here might be the economic cooperation among the Benelux
countries, which established a customs union even before the three states joined the
European Union. The Benelux countries signed a tripartite monetary agreerh@48jn
and a customs convention in 1944. Theeladocument repealed all customs fees among
Belgium, the Netherlands and Luxembourg, and it implemented joint Benelux external
customs tariffs. The Benelux countries in 1958tomied their integration by establishing

the Benelux Economic Union. It provided for:



* The free movement of persons, goods, capital and services;

» Coordination of economic, financial and sb@olicies;

« Unified economic policies in relations with third parties.

Analyzing the trilateral economic cooperation amontgiBe, the Netherlands and
Luxembourg, we can note that this was anplicated and gradual process, and the
establishment of a customs union required 15 years of work.

Opponents of the customs union felt that it was already too late to establish the
union and that the work should have begun much earlier? They said that the
establishment of a monetary union, which is an irreversible part of any customs union,
would be particularly problematic After restoring their ndependence, all three Baltic
states quickly implemead their own currencies. This wasderstandable, given that a
currency can be seen as a symbol of an independent state. Furthermore, all three countries
have differing foreggn trade concepts with respect to import tariffs (Estonia’s is most
liberal, Lithuania’s — most protectionist). There are also differing agreements with third
countries, including Russia. Russia has granted most favored nation statitisuinia,
while Latvia has only temporary MFN statughwRussia (both countries pay the ordinary
customs tariff rate of 20% on their exports to Russia). Estonia does not have MFN
relations with Russia, and 40% customs td#f is applied toits exports. If a customs
union were to be established, it could happen that the 40% custdfastamlapplied to
all three Balticstates, and thatould not be in Latvia’s or Lithuania’s interests (Russia is,
incidentally, preparing to repeal its temporary MFN regime with Latvia at this time).

It was soon found that the edisfoment of a customs union involves an entire
complex of procedures, and these would duplicate may of the things which the Baltic
states were doing anyway in puitsof membership in the European UniontHuania sai
very clearly that at a time when all attention must be focused on EU meipp&fishus
had no time to participate in the establishment of a parallel system, one which in the future
would be part of the EU in any event. Lithuania also argued that the internal resources o
the Baltic states are too limitedibaplement both plans simultaneously. A nesgtitution
would have to be created for the customs union, and it would engagemionizamng
customs tariffs. The result of all of this is that the issue of a Baltic customs union is no

longer on the agenda. Latvia defended the initiative the longest.



Other efforts seem to be proceeding more easily, especially since the conclusion o
the free trade agreement agrieultural goods. Baltic heads of government on November
20, 1997, reached agreement on the next areas of cooperaichshould be pursued in
the further development of a Baltic economic space. An agreement was signed on the
same day on the repeal of non-tariff barriers in Battitual trade, and that agreement
will take effect on July 11998.

In concert with the goals for future cooperation which were set by the Baltic prime
ministers on November 20, 1997, the Trade Committee of the Baltic Council of Ministers
is supposed to elaborate the basic |ples of an agreement on the free movement of
services, basing the work on the norms of the World Trade Organization. The free
movement of services is closely linked to the free movement of labor, and the Social
Affairs Committee has been ordered to draft an agreement on that issue. The Education
Committee must come up with an agreement on the mutual recognition of educationa
documents in the Baltic stat&sThe first round of negotiations on the agreement on free
movement of labor was concluded in March of 1998, whigjgests that all three parties
are interested in concluding this walccessfully. Agreement has also been reached tha
the pact on a unified eduemal space is to be signed before the start of the new
academic year (this year).

A very important criterion in establishing an economic space is the creation of a
unified transit space. The resolution of the Baltic prime ministers of Novembé&®20,
ordered the preparation of an agreement on joint transieguoe for the Baltic states by
July 1, 1998. Thépint transit proedure must be established throughirtii@ementation
of a unified transit ago guarantee system. The involvement of Euro-customs experts in
this process is significant, in that they are helping to ensure that the procedure occurs in
concert with the norms of the European Union. The work of the experts is proceeding
positively, and there is reason to hope that the agreenikibevsigned during @rim
ministerial meeting in July of 1998. The Tradentuoittee of the Baltic Council o
Ministers has been ordered to establish an expert group that will prepare a draft
agreement on strategic export and import controls in concert with the controlled products
standards of the European Unidn.

Simplification of border crossing procedures on the domestic borders of the Baltic
states, as well as establishment of joint border control procedures, may seem largely a

bilateral issue, but in the context of efforts to establish a unified economic space it must be



seen as a task in which all three Baltic states are jointly interested. The first joint border
control point, Grenctale-Saloci on the border between Latvia and Lithuania, was opened
on August 2, 1997. Work is continuing on the establishment of other joint border control
facilities. In1998 there are plans todme joint control at two border control facilities on

the Latvian-Estonian border — Ainazi-Ikla and Veclaiceneddt The activities of the
expert groups, as well as tbhegoing process of construction work on the borders, allows
us to hope for a positive result.

An important project is the establishment of the Baltic States’ Governmental Data
Communications Network project, which allows us to speak of a unified information
infrastructure in the Baltic states. The Information Technology Committee of the Baltic
Council of Ministers is responsible for the project, asdmplementation is involving the
three transport ministries of the Baltates. The resolution on timeain operational
principles of data communications in thalt® states were signed by thelc prime
ministers on April 26, 1997, in Parnu, where they met under the auspices of the Balti
Council. On November 20 of the same year the prime ministers stressed the need to
continue work on the projett.After negotiations with the Norvg&n canpany Norway
Registers Development on financing for a pre-project research procedure, areatjteem
that effect was reached in March 1998. Norways Registeveldpenent Wl help the
Baltic states to integrated into the Nordic information infrastructure, and the project coul
later becomeitiked to the EU’s existing European Business Register project.

The Baltic states are also working on a project called BALT RAIL — a rail line tha
would connect the Baltistates with Poland. Coopeiat is also taking place in thesid
of environmental protection. In 1995 a trilateral government agreement was signed on the
establishment of a Baltic Nature Protection Forum, which enjoys the support of several
EU countries. Representative offices of the forum are open in all three Baltic states, and
more than 20 natural protection programs are being implemented. Co-organizers of the
programs include the US Environmental Protection Agency, the Nordic countries, and the
EBRD. Under the auspices of the program, foreign investment is routed @rdydto
environmentally friendly sectors of the economy — environmentally clean tegheglo
anti-pollution efforts, waste recycling, etc. In the field of recycling afdndous waste,
agreement has been reached among the Baltic states that Lithuania handled galvanic

waste, Latvia takes care of hazardous bulbs, while Estonia destroys hazardous batteries.

10



Another important project to underpin Baltic economic sovereignty is the creation
of a gas supply system for the Baltic states — another area in which the European Union is
providing financial spport. The aim of the project is to increase the security of Baltic and
Finnish gas supplies and to end the situation where the Balties arelependent upon a
single source (Russia) for their gapglies. The project involves the construction of a gas
connection from Finland through sia, Latvia and Lithuania to Poland — th@iaing
the European gas system. It should beddhat the European Union has listed close
Baltic cooperation as a pre-condition for receiving financing for the project, so that if one
country connects to an alternative gas sourapples are also ensured for the other
countries. This project is an example of the way in which the Baltic states are still
perceived as a unified territory in the eyes of much of the world. Mutual cooperation is
seen as a mandatory pre-requisite for the implementation of various projects.

All of these examples signify that the implementation of jointly taken decisions is
usually ensured, everhdugh in some instances thmplementation of decisions is
considerably delayed. In other instances, however, the aésiomgnts end up egeding
what was hoped. In total, it can be said that the implementation tieatidecisions and
proposals goes forward, albeit sometimethvdelays, and this allows us to speak of a
gradually growing trend toward practical cooperatioroagthe Biltic states.

But what is the situation in such indicators of economic cooperation egrfor
trade and the attraction of foreign investment? The tnade partners for the Baltic
states are not founareong themselves. Rather, they are foundrgnother countries,
mostly the states of the European Union and, to a lesser extent, the countries of the CIS
(especially Russia). Mutual trade among the Baltic states is not too extensi/@96)n
Lithuania was in 8 place in terms of Latvian imports (6.3%) and thplace in terms o
Latvian exports (7.4%). Estonia wasn't even in the top five of Latvia’'s trade partners.
Similarly, neither Latvia nor ithuania was in Estonia’s top five as an import partner,
while in exports, Latvia was Estonia’$ fargest partner (8.3%). In Lithuania’s exports,
Latvia was in 4 place (9.3%), but there neither of the other Baltic states was in the top
five of Lithuania’s imports” These numbers show that trade among thtcBates i
fairly limited, involving primarily Latvia, which has a border with bothtdsa and
Lithuania. Trade among Emia and Lithuania is at an even lower level. Evesugh
Baltic trade pmarily focuses on other countries, however, traderagthe Baltic states

has increased consistently over the last several years, both in terms of exports and in term
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of imports. Time will tell how mutual trade in the Baltic statals be affected by the
Baltic Free Trade Agreement and its application to agriculturadigo

As is the case in foreign trade, foreign direct investment in the Baltic statss is
associated primarily with the attraction of investors from other foreign countii@®
recently, though, there has been a growing trend of investment fromaltiebBsiness
environment itself. This is particularly true with respect to investments from Estonian
firms in Latvia and Lithuania. A well-known ample isHansa Bankwhich has expanded
its financial activities to the other two Baltates. Bnilar trends have been seen in other
business activities, as well. In March 1998, for example, the three largest banks in the
Baltic states — Estonialdhispank Latvia's Unibankaand Lithuania’sVilnius Bankas—
signed a strategic cooperation agreement, promoting potential client servicing, join
investments and trans-frontier developmental projects. Closer cooperation can also be
seen in such fields as insurance, leasing and brokerage services. All of this may signal a
new trend to increase regional economic contacts, and in the wake of an agreement on the
free movement of services, it would mark a significstep toward the establishment of a
Baltic common market.

In sum, it is clear that the economic cooperation of the Baltic states ispiegelo
gradually. The Bltic states have created a free trade spadguah its effects are still
quite modest. Potential membership in the European Wmold pronote the ecammic
development of the Baltic states and further cooperation in the development of
infrastructure and cross-border affairs. But before then (in the event that the Baltic states
are not admitted to the EU simultandgysthis process can affect Baltic cooperation in
two ways — on the one hand, differences in the pace of economic development can
increase between the one country that will be admitted to the EU first and the two tha
will not, thus relucing the initiative for regional cooperation, if such cooperatioght
hamper the chances of the one state to join the EU (or if thatis the perception). On the
other hand, the country thatis accepted into the EU sooner can actively supptirethe
two on their way to the European Union, implementing support policies of the type which
are currently being utilized by the Nordic countries that are already EU members.
Accordingly, the development of economic cooperation among tlie Bates in the
near future Wl be critically dependent on the way in which the Baltic countries rateg
with the European Union, even though regional cooperation as such will not lose its

significance.
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Cooperation in foreign policy

Foreign policy intudes a very broad range of issues, and this paflexonsider
only a few of them — those printgs of Baltic foreign policy which are most important
especially in terms of effts to join the EU and to develop relations with Russia.

The European Union, reacting to the new situation in the world after the Cold
War, and deciding to enlarge, has given the Baltic stabepa of becming members i
that organization. The EU’s Copenhagen Summit, and the free trade agreements tha
were concluded between the EU and tlati@states in1994, encouraged the Balts to
make EU membership their main foreign policy goal. Latvia’s foreign policy concep
stresses that “Latvia’s strategic goal is accession to the European Union, something that is
a fundamental opportunity to ensure the survival of the Latvian nation and the
preservation of the Latvian state. Membership in the EU economic systemowote
the more rapid development of Latvia’s economy, science, education and ctiitdiee”
desire to join the European Union is equally significant for Estonia and Lithuania.

As movement toward the European Union became a priority in Baltic foreign
policy, significant changes occurred in the area of mutual cooperation among the Baltic
states. One can safely say that cooperation amongadihe ®ates is to a very grea
extent specified by policies aimed at integration with the European Union.

The European integration process has placed the same demands on all three Baltic
states. It would seem, therefore, that movement toward the European Union shoul
coincide with the pace of reform in all three Baltic states, something that would emanate
from the possibility to link Baltic cooperationitv the process of European integration.
Initially this may seem to be a simple issue, given the similar level ofosuon
development in the Baltic states in the period after the résioi@ independence, as
well as the comparable strategic goals which the three countries have set for themselves.
This has particularly been reflected in the joint politicah@amcements of the Baltic
states, in which it has been emphasized that through close cooperation, Latvia, Estonia

and Lithuania are drawing closer to the European Union. Declarations have been made to
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the effect that those areas of tripartite cooperation which promote the integration of the
three countries with the European Union are of the highest pridrity.

The reality is, however, that the pace of domestic reform in the three Baltic states
began to vary in the early 1990s, and this is why the Baltic countries have had serious
difficulties in finding common language on the issue of intiegrawith the European
Union.

Here we must particularly consider the positions taken by Estonia. Given the
significant support which Tlaan has enjoyed from Finland, as well as the radica
economic reforms which were instituted by the administration of Mart Laar, Estoni
quickly understood that dkic unity would hamper its road to integration into Europe,
and it has focused much more extensively on support from Finland, whickoisi&s
main strategic partner. Estonia began anmete liberalization ofits economy and
eliminated import tariffs on exports to the country. This was a radical step antedffi
the openness of Estonia’s economy. Estonia has always emphasized this as something
which sets it apart from Latvia and Lithuania, where protectionist policies (especially with
respect to agricultural products) continue to dominate.

To a certain extent, Estonia’s economic indicators really have been better than
those in its nighboring countries. According to the European Commission’s opinion on
the situation in the EU’s candidate countries, Estonia’s economic growth Hegdh s
sooner — in the second half of 1993 -levhatvia’'s and lithuania’s began only in 1994.
Estonia has also enjoyed greater growth rates. Moreover, the country never experienced
a banking crisis, while Lithuania and Latvia did. Latvia’'s was so severe that in the year o
the banking crisis the country’s GDP actually declined after growth in the prewaus y
The Estonians also managed to balance tlosemment bdget and to restructure their
foreign trade situation more quickly and to a greater extent than did their neighbors.
Estonia has more in the way of exports to angloirts from the European m than do
the other Baltic states, and Estonia’s main single trading partner is Finland, not Russia.
Accordingly, we can see that Estonia has had slightly better economic indicators than the
other Baltic states in the post-independence péfiod.

In foreign policy, too, Estonia has from the very beginning been much more active
in pursiing its goals, and it has established a very successful international image. |
cannot be said, however, that in doing so Estonia behaved in a particularly correct manner

toward the other Baltic states. Feeling strong support from FinlandniBssought to
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create the impression that Latvia and Lithuania weuggrtg considerably behind in terms

of reforms and economic development. In MESO5, for example, the Baltic states
signed Association agreements with the European Union. Estonimgedsthe EU t

state in the agreement that Estonia would have no transition period, alan T
immediately trumpeted this as a significant achievement thateabto differing paces o
reform in the Baltic states. In fact, the texts were identical, except the fact that Latvia’s
agreement spoke to the end of the transition period in 199 Hkdtonia’s contained

text concerning membership in 1999.

Competition among the Baltic states was patrticularly intensive as they entered the
“final stretch” before the EU’'s Amsterdam summit. During a meeting of Baltic heads o
state on 12 June 1997, for example, there were heated dissug®ut a unified Baltic
position and a joinstatement with respect to the enlargement of the EU. Lithuamiky fi
declared that the Baltistates must give a joint signal that they were readyetyinb
negotiations for membership in the firsurm of enlargement. Emia categorically
rejected the idea, emphasizing that the start of negotiations with even one of the Baltic
states would be an accomplishment for the others, as well. Latvia expressed the view tha
the involvement of all three Baltic countries in active negotiatremsd promote Baltic
cooperation and unity; in the opposite case there would be unhealthy competition, and the
political value of Baltic cooperationould fall into doubt. The parties could not come up
with a unified formulation, and no document was signed. This pointed quite clearly t
contradictions awng the Baltic states. It also showed that external factors — in this case
international institutions — can play a significant role in promoting or hampentigef
Baltic cooperation.

On July 15, 1997, feer a detailed analysis of the extent to which the various
candidate countries corresponded to the political and economic criteria for membership
which had been posited by the EU, the European Commissiammeended tha
membership negotiations be launched witk Central and Eastern European countries,
including Estonia as the only one of the Baltic states. dds®to say, Baltic reaction to
this announcement was varied. The successful Estonians were openly joyous about their
report, while some politicians in Latvia and Lithuania expressed bitter disappointment and
dissatisfaction with the European r@mission’s negative decision concerning their
countries. Attempts were made to blame shatisical data, which were used in the

report; politicians claimed that the data were imprecise and out-of-date. The reaction o
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other unsuccessful candidate countries in Eastern Europe was quite similar. Lithuania,
and initially also Latvia, argued that the Europeam@ission decision was a subjective
one, because economic development in takidstates has generally beamiar, and
differences between the Baltic states are not too extensive. The reaction of the Lithuanian
leadership with respect to the achievements of their Northern neighbors was particularly
negative. The chairman of the Lithuanian parliament went so far as tobtalk the
dangers of the situation and the possibility thaicism might be launched against the
European Commission and Estonia. Latvian politiciafter @ninitial period of shock,

were considerably more supportive oft&sa. Preglent Guris Ulmanis said that
Estonia’s invitdion to begin membership negotiations was an accomplishment for all of
the Baltic states. Other influentialolicians and commdators in Latvia exgssed
similar views — that Eenia’'s achievement was an achievement for the Baltic states as a
whole? The Estonianshbught highly of this Latvian viewpoint, and Prime Minister
Mart Siman had this to say about the Estonian position: “If Estonia is the first of the
Baltic sates to undertake ndgtons, that wl be good for all of the Baltic states, and
Estonia wll do everything in its power to ascertain that the others are involved in the
negotiations, too*

And still — didn't the European Commission decision damage Baltic unity?
Latvia’s prime minister, Andris Skele, said in his initial reaction that he is afraid that the
Commission decision wibd lit the Bdtic territory into two parts. The issue is by no
means clear, and there is a certain justification for such fears. There is a potbsbiifty
Estonia joins the EU more quickly, it coudtance itself economithafrom it
neighbors, and then engage iritmal distancing typified by Bsnia’s typical sk-pride,
forgetting the less successful Baltic partners. One cannot eliminate this possibility, at leas
at the theoretical level. A statement by the Estonian president thattidedigrdis
country would be ready to implement a visa regime with both countries if the EU were to
demand this was greeted with considerably hostility in Latvia, and iap&cLithuania.

This author feels that the Estonian presidentisoancement (in a press interview in the
spring of this year) was completely unnecessary, because there is no justification for it a
this time (that situation could change in the near future). All that was accomplished was
that neighboring politicians were upseitfiuanian leaders in particular are very sensitive

with respect to any statement by Estonia that emphasizes its leadership role or the factors

which set it apart from the other Baltic states).
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On the other hand, the Baltic states, especially the Latvians and the Estonians,
tend to measure their successes and failures by comparing themselves to one another, no
by looking at the global picture. For that reason, Estonia could serve as a force to pull the
other Baltic states (especially Latvia) toward the European Union, leading the other two
countries to buckle down and hurry to catch ufhwhe flagship. The disturbance over
Estonia’s drawing ahead of the other two countries has settled down. Politicians in Latvia
and Lithuania have taken the situation for whatitis. Leading Estonian politicians have
also said several times that they support Latvian and Lithuanian membership in the EU,
and Estonian experts have denigeéculation in the press that the Baltic Free Trade
Agreement could be abrogated. Latvia and Lithuania may fear that the geopolitical unity
of the Baltic states might be destroyed, but Estonia has demonstrated an increasing
interest in intensifying Baltic cooperation, at least insofar as it does not hamper Estonia i
getting to the European Union. As Zaneta Ozolina has pointed out, Esttirbae the
first of the Baltic states to have to face the problems associated with the EU’s third and
fourth “pillars” — issues that are basically regional in nature (organized crime, narcotics,
borders, migrtion) and that cannot be solvedout international cooperatioff.

Accordingly, the European Union’s decision to launch membership negotiations
with some candidate countries but not all of them is of unclear significance. This is the
first time that an international decision has split the Baliétes into two parts, creating
serious worries about tHfarther existence of a unified Baltic territory, but at the same
time facilitating Baltic cooperation overall. Competition istamflamental pre-piisite for
economic development, and the fact that one Baltic country has been given this
opportunity gives rise thopes that the region as a whole is not being excluded from EU
membership. Rather, the other Batttates are beingisulated tospeed up their own
processes of reform.

Even though in the modern world there is much talk of “establishing a unified
European security architecture” and of promoting security and stability inaltie Bea
region, there is no doubt that the only threat against Baltic survival is Russia. It is the fac
that the Baltic states border on Russia —an economicalik wpolitically unstable and
undemocratic country which has clearly stated its desire to maintain influence over the
Baltic region — that makes Russia a factor in promoting Baltic cooperation.

Historically, Russia has always considered the Bstétes to be in its sphere o

influence, and Moscow has not changed its thinking since the end of the Cold War and the
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collapse of the Soviet Unidi.The Russians have become increasingly insistent, especially
now that the issue of enlarging the EU and NATO has come to the fore in the*world.
An understading that Russia will try t&keep them from “escaping” to Europe is
encouraging the Baltic states to seek out ways of avoiding this Igieapgravitational
force.

Also, it is not only true that there is a common source of threats (which is an
argument in favor of closer cooperatiomang the Baltic countries), but also that the
understanding of all threealBic countries with respect to this threat is identiddlis is
the result of forced membership in the USSR over the last 50 yeasbould be added
that between the two world wars, the Baltic countries had very different aboust
possible sources of danger. Lithuamiaught that Germany was dangerous, Latvia
focused on Germany and Russia, whileolBg enphasized Russia. That is one reason
why efforts to develop Baltic cooperation in th820s and 1930s m&ined mogy
paper. There are no such differences today, and the Balts are very clear in considering
Russia as the main threat in the region.

At the same time, however, Russia’s tactics in dealing with #ftec Begion have
involved treating each of the three countries differently in foreign policy terms, the idea
being to force the Baltistates to abandon any joint politicahistl. Russia penttically
chooses one of the Baltidases for an ffensive, and it uses various theds o
international influence — propaganda, threats of economic sanctions, manipulation wit
unsigned border treaties, or the awarding of specific privileges to one country but not the
others.

Russia has based its relationship with Lithuania on a more friendly basis than has
been the case with Latvia and Estonia. Russia’s main foreign policy weapon in developing
its relations with the Bac states has been the exaggerated issue about the supposed
“discrimination” which exists against the Russian minority in the Baltic countries. The
post-Soviet situ#on in Lithuania allowed it to adopt a liberal citizenship law. Other
factors which have promoted relatively good relations between Lithuania and Russia have
included the fact that Lithuania has been liberal in its approach to the Kaliningrad enclave,
and it has yielded to Rsia in several economic issues, allowing Moscow to pursue its
own economic interests in Lithuania. Russia has developed relations with Latvia and
Estonia differently, and that is because of the large number of Russian residents in the two

countries.
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Russia’s manipulations in seeking to set Lithuania apart from the other Baltic
states are very visible if we look at the issue of border agreements. Border agreements
with all three Balticstates have been prepared tedhyc but Russia has actually signed
an agreement only with Lithuania (in October 1997). The same situation existed during
the summit of Baltic Sea states in Riga on Jan@8ry1998. Evethoughall three Baltic
states are interested in signing a border agreement, the Russian prime minister invited only
the heads of government of Lithuania and Estonia to visit Moscow. The Latvian prim
minister was left out in the cold.

Russia’s differing approach to each of the Baltic states has borne fruit to a certain
extent. This can be seen in Lithuania’s reaction to the increasing tensions between Latvia
and Russia in March998. At atime when the Lithuanian prime minister was preparing a
trip to Moscow, Lithuania’s official reaction to Russia’s attacks against Latvia was more
than modest and evasive. Estonia provided more support, which was shown both by
pronouncements from Estonian goidns, and by the fact that Estonia designated a new
ambassador to Latvia more quickly than had begected.

Still, even hough each of the Baltic states is establishing its relationship wit
Russia differently, Russian policies have been aimed chiefly at eliminating thibilggs
that the Baltic countries might be admitted to NATO. Accordingly, the featt the
Baltic states have similar foreign policy goals — membership in the EU and NATO —
dictates the fact that they have similar foreign policy approaches vis-a-vis Russia.
Evidence of this was given by the reaction of the Balts to security guarantees proposed b
Russia. In July 1997 Moscow publicly announced that it would guarantee the safety o
the Baltic states (the proposalwas submitted formally to the presidents of the three
countries in the fall of the same year). The idea was to put Moscow ahead of the US-
Baltic Charter that was under consideration at that time. Despite the fact that it had
signed a border agreement with Russia, Lithuania reacted strictly: such security
guarantees would be unacceptable. As a result, the Baltic presidents, meeting on
November 10, 1997, signed a joint communiqué in which they expressed a unified Balti
position with respect to Russia. The communiqué emphasized that securitsojre 5
an indivisible concept, and the security of the Baltic states can be ensured only through
integration with the European Union and NATO. What's more, thedas said,
regional security processes do not conform to the modern understanding of security i

Europe?’
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In basic issues, therefore, irrespective of differences, which thie Btates ma
have on other matters, Russia can promaiécB-ooperation and encourage the three to

stake out a common position.

Military cooperatio

One can say that military coopeoatanong the Baltic states is a new a unique
phenomenon in the trend toward Europeagioralization, because neither the Benelux
countries (in their pre-NATO period), nor the Scandinavian countries have engaged in
much in the way of military cooperation. At the same time, it is preciselynititar
sector in which there has been the most progress in trilateral Baltic relations since the
restoration of independence. This cooperation begaediately after the restoration o
independence in 1991. This phenomenon can pieed by the fact that the Baltic
states had an urgent need to resolve a key security issue — how to ensure the existence o
the three countries and how to achieve a withdrawal of Russian armed forces from the
three. Even though in the latter issue each of the Baltic states acted according to its own
precepts and less on the basis of common tactics (Russian units were withdrawn from
Lithuania more qukly than from Latvia and Estonia), at the political level the leaders of
the Baltic states issued joint calls for Russia and other countries to promote the more
rapid withdrawal of Russian armed forces from the entire Baltic region. In 1993 a
declaration was signed on closer military, security and defense cooperation, and the
declaration included the proposal of edishing a unified defense system, spg® up
trilateral information exchange, organizing jamtlitary exercises and senars, and
preparing for possible pagipation in UN peacekeeping forc&s.

Military cooperation exists at all levels at this time, both among the armies and
among the home guards of the three countries. 3BP@4€ cooperation has been based on
an annually updated plan for trilateral activities. Defense ministers meet regularly, as do
the commanders of the armed forces and other members of the military structures. The
Baltic Assembly has been vocal in its support for tripartite military cooperatmahin

several resolutions it has called for an expansion of the cooperation, starting with the
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establishment of joint control systems for air space and maritime borders, and ending with
the establishment of joint military units.

Four multilateral projects are being implemented under the auspices of Baltic
military cooperation — the Balticepcekeeping battalion (BALTBAT), the Baltic naval
squadron (BALTRON), the Bl air space suniance network (BALTNET), and the
Baltic Defense College (BDC). Allof the projects have developed thanks largely to
international support. This cooperationgsite unique in that it involves not only the
Baltic states, but also a number of countries from NATO and the Partnership for Peace
program. For the Baltic countries themselves, international military cooperation is a usefu
way to establish and develop their defense forces and their structure.

BALTBAT is the first multilateral project, which the Baltstates have demed
jointly. The agreement on establishing the battalion was signed on September 13, 1994, by
the three Baltic countries, as well as four Nordic countries led by Denmark. Later the
were joined by the United States, Great Britain, Germany, France and the Netherlands.
BALTBAT is already through its formation and the initial training program (in December
1997), and it is now féicially ready to exgage in peacekeeping operatidhst should be
noted thatduring the preparatory process, some units of the newlit@atfained the
Nordic units that were serving in Bosnia.

The BALTBAT project is significant in several aspects. Firsdlhfit proves tha
the Baltic states are ready for close cooperation, in this instance milikeey field.
Second, it shows that the Baltic states are contributors to security structures, not just
“‘consumers” of security. Third, the project serves as a “Westernization” lesson for the
military personnel of the Baltic states. All three factare fundamentally important,
given the desire of the Baltic countries to join NATO. od with the establishment of
BALTBAT and the posting of Baltic soldiers in Bosnia, the names of LatviAuani
and Estonia gained broad and ipes resonance at the international level. Plans are being
hatched to develop BALTBAT further. The main goal at this time tsito BALTBA
into a typical infantry battalion. Utilizing national training centers in Adazi (Latvia),
Paldiski (Estonia) and ukla (Lithuania), each countryililoe establishing its own national
battalion, similar to BALTBAT. The three battalions will then provigesonnel for the
long-term preservation of BALTBAT.

The second important Bia military cooperation project whichheuld be

mentioned in BALTRON, the Baltic naval squadron thdtoperate abng the same
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general lines as BALTBAT. The idea to implement this project occurred in December
1996. The planis to establish a basis for closer cooperation amtiogn®aal forces, to
provide mine-clearing operations, and to promote cotstavith Western navies. The
projectis supported by a series of countries in the West — Germany (the leading country in
the project), the four Nordic countries, France, the Netherlands, the United States, Grea
Britain, Belgium, Iceland and Poland. Itis planned that BALTRGOINbe inaugurated in
August of this year, and it will participate as a naval unit in the “Open Spirit ‘98" training
exercise in September of this y&3r.

The third project, the air space sulteace network BALTNET, is based on the
Regional Airspace Initiative (RAI) that was recoemded by the United States. The goa
is to set up a regional air space control center whmhld cdlect information and
process data from all three Baltic states and their national air space control centers. Data
would then be transmitted to other regional air space control centers imefoand
Western Europe. Accordingly, the Baltic girase would be integrated into the air space
of Europe, as well as of NATO. The Baltic defense ministers have agreed that a Regiona
Air Space Surveillance Coordination Centatl Wwe estdlished in Lithuania, while so-
called “remote nodes” Wexist in each of the Baltistates. As is the caseth
BALTBAT and BALTRON, BALTNET, too, is being organized under the auspices o
multilateral cooperation; in this instance the lead country is Norivajhe BALTNET
project is unique in several respects. First of all, the merger of three air space contro
systems into one would to a certain extent signify the beginning of Baltitar
integration (atleast in the air space control sphere). Second, théslsibt of a
modern air space control system in the Baltic countries can be seen as the first step on the
way to establishing an air space defense system.

The Baltic Defense College (BDC) is the latest major cooperation initiative for the
Baltic armed forces. The idea was first mooted at a meeting of Baltic and Nordic defense
ministers in May 1997. It was decided to establish a jostitution for training higher
and middle-level officers from all three Baltic states. The facility e located inTartu
(Estonia). The project supported by the Nordic countries, and Sweden has undertaken
coordination of the plan. It is expected that the first group to attend the HDG2gin
its studies in August 1999. It is possible that an advanced civil servant trainmsg wo
be launched simultaneously. It would provide training for civil servants from the three

Baltic defense ministries, as well as structures that are subordinated to them. The training
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process will be in full compliance with NATO standards. Itis expected that incadtbt
the Nordic countries, other statescluding Germany, Great Britain and the United
States, will proide instructors andgeipment for the collegé”’

Analyzing Baltic military cooperation, we can clearly see Americaruenite,
because the United States have helped to promote Baltic cooperation. Thisean be
both in the aforementioned multilateral cooperation projects, and in the US-Baltic
Partnership Charter, which was signed on January 16, 1998. Thieaige of the
charter in terms of Baltic cooperation is that it not only promotes cooperationgdedin
forces the three states to work together. As we known, there were certain problems in
drafting the charter, because Estonia, and especially Lithuania, were initially interested in
concluding separate agreementshwthe United States. The strictly stated American
desire to sign a joint document was what led to the conclusion of the charter. A similar
situation existed when the United Statéfsred financial assistance to establish a unified
Baltic air space control system. Then, too, only American pressure forced the Baltic
states to find a common position on the issue. The charter states clearly: “Inrfgrthe
present cooperation between the defense ministries and armed forces, the United States
support the efforts of Latvia, Estonia and Lithuania to ensure their lawful defense needs,
including the development of proper military forces that are able to work togéth&ha
document shows the fundamental role which thé@ddinStates play in promoting Balti
cooperation and in causing the Balts to leanout cooperation. hIS is not a simple
process, because it includes a great many contradictions that can be overcome only if a
parties have the political will to reach a joint result and to make compromaes tie
way. We can conclude, therefore, that an external factor like the United States has a
positive role to play in promoting Baltic cooperation.

At the same time, however, Baltiolgicians have been very cautious abou
applying the word “iance” to theirmilitary cooperation efforts. This was demonstrated
in December 1995, when in adopting one of the most important Baltiemis
resolutions on military cooperen, Baltic paliamentarians avoided the word altogether.
Participants eplained that the Baltic Assembly did not wish togoypoke Russia
unnecessarily before parliamentary elections in that country, because that might facilitate a
victory for Communists and ultra-nationalist forces in the balloting. It must be noted,
however, that the agreement on military cooperation which was sigriad) which

provided for information exchange, joint training farilitary units, the creation of jaint
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air space control system, and closer cooperation with the United Nations and NATO, can
be seen as a certain basis on which further work can be done in pursuit of a trilatera
alliance.

The possibility of creating arlliance was first raised by the commander of the
Estonian defense forces, whahannced pulkly in 1995 that it was necessary to consider
the establishment of a military union. #ndlar idea on the need for a Baltic military union
was expressed by the leftist Estonian politician A. Ruutel — virtually the only visibl
politician to do so. The attitude of senidfiaials in all three countries has been distly
cool toward the idea, however, because they fear that an alliance could have a deleterious
effect on Baltic security. Lithuanian politicians have been particularly severe in their
denunciation of the idea. They argue that the establishment of a union could create the
impression in the world that the Balstates want to establish dieace as an alteative
to NATO if they are not admitted to thdliance in the neafuture. Many Baltic
politicians think that the establishment of a military union would make distent the
day when NATO membership is possible. According to this view, the establishment of a
Baltic military union calld to a certain extent damage the international prestige of all three
countries, because at a time when all Europe is moving toward a general and collective
security system, the Baltstateswould be estdishing their own military Biance. The
establishment of the union would then be seen as an obstacle to the potential membershi
in the EU of the three countries. There might be doubts about whether the EU would
want to admit three militarily and ecomically weak (compared to Western Bpe)
countries which, because of their militatifaaace, might be wwilling to yield to the EU’s
common foreign and security policy. The main argument against thdshstamnt of a
Baltic military union, however, is the view that such diarrce waild be weak in any
practical situation, and would not be able to act decisively in times of crisis, i.e., if the
security of the Baltistates were taafl under threat.

The few defenders of the idea of a Bathditary union, for their part, say that
because Baltic membership in NATO is a very distant issue, and also because the Wes
wants to see a unified security system in the Baltic states, complete witbgailetr and
air space control, the establishment of a union would be a good thing.

There is another issue which has not been considered so far, but which is quit
important: To what extent could the Baltic states feel politically secure, even vtrey

(in the distant future) admitted to NATO? The treaty which was signed in Washington on
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April 4, 1949, by the participating countries of the North Atlardliiance specified
political priority over military consleraions, and respectfor the views ofeach
participating country. This means that NATO as such does not havéaay unit. Its
forces are made up from the armies of the participating countries, and each country can
decide separately whether to become involved in an armed conflict or not. If NATO’s
joint military forces are to become involved in resolving an ethnic conflict inuatco
(including a NATO member country), or in protecting the country against threats to its
territorial integrity, all member countries must agree. This may prove to beoasse
problem for the Baltictates in thduture. It isdifficult to predlict the extent to which the
NATO member countries would be able to understand provocative incidents staged b
Russia in the Baltistates. Accordingly, whether the Baltic countries end up iN&EO
system or not, they must work together to develop a system for self-defense, for the
taking of unified views, and for exchanging information. They must not wait until the
question of their membership in NATO is settl&d.

It is very clear, however, that the idea of a Baltic military unidhnet beput
the Baltic agenda in the near future, and no more than theoretical discussions about the
issue will be heard. Still, the ideas that have been ss@desould not be shunteskide
in the further development of Baltilitary cooperation. This author feels thamditary
union for the Baltic&tes is not rdly possible in the near term, at least from the practica
perspective. The Baltic armies are being established completely from scratch, without an
arms from the armed forces of the former Soviet Union. This means that an enormous
amount of work remains to be done in establishing and developing the BailiEcy
structures. The multilateral cooperation projects such as the aforementioned BALTBAT,
BALTRON, BALTNET and BDC, are steps in the right direction in that they are aimed a
gradually integrating the Balts amg themselves and at bringing them nearer to the
security structures of the West. Therefore, it would be wise to continusifictgion o
military cooperation anng the Baltic states, and evaaty this would faditate Balti
military integration. At the same time, it would not be usefliticaly to conclude a
treaty on military union among the Baltic states. Such a treatight@ve no real cover,
and it would exist only on paper. What’s more, and this is by no means unimportant, such
a treaty would certainly lead to a very extensive offensive against the Baltic states fro
Russia, and given the tense situation which exists in Latvian-Russian relations at this time,

this would be a fairly short-sightedegt The idea of addtic military union ®unds nice,
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in other words, but it cannot be implemented at this time. Instead, there must be much
work in true deviepment and integration of the Baltic military forces, avoiding empty
political rhetoric which would be useful for the enemies of tléiBstates in rezhing

their domestic and foreign policy goalsilinsing the Baltic countries as an excuse in thei
various dealings.

The Baltic states must continue to intensify their military cooperation, both among
themselves, and in relations with NATO countries and their partners. It is clear that the
Baltic countries, even if they had a militatjiaance, could not oppose Russian aggression
should it occur. NATO admits onlfnose countries thatincrease the security of the
alliance, not those which dace it. An important indicator here is the financing which
each country gives to its armed forces. Latvia is in the worst situation — in 1998 it is
devoting only (6% of GDP tomilitary speming. In Estonia the figure is2B6, while i
Lithuania it's 1.5% of GDP. This represents USD 3®ifion, USD 58.7million and
USD 119.75million respectively. Lithuania, which has gsted the most in itsrraed
forces, is understandably worried that the slomditary development of its partners,
especially Latvia, could increase the differencesragrthe Baltic armies and hamper not
only the implementation of trilateral and multilateral projects, but also efforts to joi
NATO.

NATO’s Madrid sunmit decision, the next review of théliance’s enlargemen
process (which will tak@lace in Washington i1999), and the pressure which NATO
member countries are implementing in pointing toward the need of close regional
cooperation in the area of defense — these are all fundamentally important factors which
underpin the effds toward military cooperation which have occurred in the Baléitest
— efforts which by and large have been successful. Furthermore, closer Baltic militar
cooperation would increase the military pdkanof the Balticstates, ang with thei
ability in times of crisis to launch coidgrable oppason in the face of araggressor.

Even though the Baltic states couldt in the end stand up to aggliessfrom their
eastern neighbor, the aggressor would have to think carefully whethenekoatt

three Balticstates at once is feasible, and what losses it might entail. gidressor

would understand that the reiaot in the world’s mass mediaould be impressive,
because the issue would not be a conflict between two individual countries, but rather a
larger international conflict. It should also be notkdt there is at least a theoretical

possibility that military conflict might be provoked in one of the Baltic countries where
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there is ethnic heterogeneity, with Russia then declaring that the conflicbmseqgaence

of the respective country’s violation of human rights. This is a particularly serious
possibility for Latvia and Estonia. Would not balifficult to destablize the situéion,

given that large numbers of former Soviet military personnel, as wellas socially
dissatisfied people, live in the two countries. We must also remember that Russia’s
presence and influence in interipaél organizations is much more extensive than that o
any of the Baltic states. Russia also wants to maintain strict controls over what happens
in its so-called “near abroad”. Baltimilitary cooperation, therefore, mubecome
increasingly active in the direction of integration, utilizing the historical chance which is
given by the fact that Russia is now comparatively weaker than ever before.

We can conclude that efforts to join NATO, as well as the fact that the Baltic
states are in the immediate vicinity of the unstable and unpredictable Russia, are factors
which influence Baltic cooperation, which make an investment in promoting caoperat
and which open fairly broad opportunities fongoing cooperation amng the Baltic
countries. Of course, itis up to the Balts and only the Balts to determine the extent to

which they are able to take advantage of these opportunities.

Common institutions for Baltic cooperatio

The queson could be raised: which is mor@popriate concept for the case o
the Baltic cooperation - common or supranational (supra-Baltic) institutions? The author
will use the first term - common institutions. Why cannot \weak #&out the last one?
The concept of supranational or at least supra-Baltic institutions sounds very ambitious,
unfortunately it is not valid yet. For answering the question,heeld look briefly, what
do really mean theconcept of supranahalism and what are elementso
supranationlasm

The concept of supranationalism concerns the interplay between the state and
international institutions. It raises questiobsat the power and dudrity of international
institutions. The main rephasis is on authorization and execution. Supranationalism
depends upon the state’s willingness tlowa the international institution a range o

powers and an area of independseitiitive. Powers are allocated in specliinited areas
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to a new centre. Decisions are taken there by a majority voting system, and their
execution is supervised by the international institution, rather than by thé>sEtertly,
it reflects the dominance of the international institution over member statelaited
functional area.

Paul Taylor has pointed out thdldaving elements ofigrandionalism.
1. For international actor (international institution):
(a) Independence of internatiooalil servants from instructions of national governments.
(b) Financial independence.
(c) Voting on policy initiatives byffuid’ majorities.
(d) An effective leadership and buoyant mood in the intemmatsecretariat.
2. For national actor (state):
(a) Penetration of extra-national legal system of the international institution into the
national legal system
(b) Development of habit of obedience to new international actor: ‘compliance’.
(c) Legitimization of goals of the international institutions in the national aftelctive
systems.
(d) Focus upon international irstiions in order to obtain ‘supranational resources:
acceptance of temporary discrimination in favor of other subsyfems.

It is obvious that none of the inter-Baltic cooperatistitntions now corresponds
to these criteria. They will become actual only in connection with the at@imitting
of the Baltic states into the European Union. Thus we can speak about supranational
elements in relation to the European integration, but not in relation to the current case of
Baltic countries. Even after the potential joining to EU it will be \awybtful to wait for
supranational (supra-Baltic) institutions on the scale of Baltic regional area. No, most
likely the inter-Baltic institutions willremain as common, but not as supra-Baltic.
Therefore it would be better to use the concept of common institutions, which is more
appropriate for the Balts, how itiloe seen in the following survey of Baltic institutions.

The Baltic countries have two main common institutions: the Baltic Assembly
(BA) and the Baltic Council of Ministers (BCM). The first is inter-parliamentary
assembly, the send - repres#ative of executive power. Initially Baltic Assembly sbed
alone, but experience showed that it was not enough to have only one common institution

in order to enable effective cooperation.
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The Baltic Assembly has consultative and coordigafuncion in respect o
issues and matters that are of mutual irstisréo all three states. The Assembly consists 0
six working committees: Legal; Social and Economic Affairs; Security and Foreign
Affairs; Communications; Environment and Energy; and Education, Science and Culture.
The Baltic Assembly meets twice yearly and there has not been any caa#irgytice
extraordinary session. On the contrary, we can see that one session was missing in 1993.
Detailed Regulations of the Bia Assembly have been accepted only on tfes8ssion in
1993. It means thatdBic Assembly as goung international stitution was then in the
process of learning and searching for its place. The first sessions were mainly concerned
with the “high politics” - issues relating to the removal of Russian troops from the Baltic
countries. Although next sessiordeessed much more issues other than those of foreign
relations and security, considerable emphasis on the high politics continued - mostly
including relations with Russia and endeavors to connect the Baltic future with the
influential Western organizations like EU and NATO.

The 8" session (in Riga, April 1995) tried to introduce a new practice at the work
of Baltic Assembly - participation of the Baltic Council of Ministers and thus to hold joint
meeting of both institutions by establishing the Baltic Council. Thedfitsetmpt was not
successful (participated only one prime-ministehalgh in the time of being he was the
chairman of the Baltic Council of Ministers), only after the year {inits, April 1996)
such joint session of the BA and BCM, in effect, finally took place, where the agreemen
on cooperation between both institutions \@dspted. According to the protocol, Baltic
Council meets once a year during the spring session of the Baltic Assembly. Undoubtedly,
holding of the joint session of the BA and BCM marks one lagbkn at the
development of the Baltic cooperative institutions. However, the Baltic Coadojpts
only declarations, therefore still theain poblem isimplementation of resoligns, not
just to adopt them.

The Baltic Assembly is an stitution generting the newideas concerning the
issues of the inter-Baltic cooperation. It is positive tendency that in the latest few years
the agenda of the BA is much more devoted to the disogssef practical issues - so
called “low politics”. The 8 session of the Baltic Assembly tedopted the
“Parliamentary Programme of the Baltic AssembR/: which could be qualified as an
attempt to start coordination of legislation of three states and appatmn of the laws

to the requirements raised by the European Union on the waiteftBathe EU. The
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Programme suggests five points how to improve codiperdn my opinion, the most
interesting and ambitious are plans to hold joint meetings between niaiitees o

national parliaments of Latviajthuania and Estonia and theli@aAssembly Committees
according to the spheres of interests. Quite relevant could be meetings of tleesspeak

the three parliaments to which the chairman of the Baltic Assembly Presidium is invited.
Although the Programme envisages such meeting twoltk once a year (at least once a
year), would be fruitful to organize the meeting on more regular basis and thus to create a
pressure for faster and more active inter-parliamentary work. Of course, results o
upgrading the effectiveness of cooperative relations will depend to much extent on the
practical activities by implementation of this programme. The ideagood and the only

thing is to cover them by practical implemation.

We should valugositively the contacts between theltBaAssembly and the
similar international organizations in Europe. First of all, it is obviously the role of Nordi
Council in facilitating the estéithment of BA as such. Nordic countries are theses
Baltic neighbors both geographically and economic-politicalipporting. The Baltic
Assembly has two formal agreements of cooperation with the Nordic Council, resulting in
terms of practical ass@atice and advice, especially in the formative stages of the BA’s
work. Unprecedented event has been the joint meeting of the Baltic Assembly and Nordic
Council, taking place on April 1996 inilius. It is posible to reate the loud fonula
‘5+3’ not only to the inter-pdiamentary level, but to the contacts between the Baltic
Council of Ministers and respectable Nordic partners as well.

Lithuania has been the most active among #iltcstates in developing economic
and political relations with the Central European countries, especially widgmd?ol
Lithuanian politicians have stressed that they have special Stdete cooperate with
Poland and other countries of East-Central Europe, that they have more in common with
East-Central Europe than with Sdaravian region. Quite pmising is example of the
Central European Free Trade Agreement (CEFTA). The aim of this paper is not to
analyze the aspect of this direction in Lithuanian foreign policy. However, looking to the
example of Visegrad regional cooperation from the level of institutions, it is obvious that
Baltic cooperation could not take araexle from the Visegrad group in thislfl: East-
Central Europeans do not have institutions. As Daina Bleiere paitit$h@main obstacl
to the institutionalization of cooperation in the Visegrad group is the attitude of Czech

republic. The Czech viewpoint is that Visegrad cooperation must not become
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institutionalized, that it must never be seen as an alternative for Czech membership in the
EU, and that it must not turn into railitary block.*® Among Balts also exist different
opinions concerning the Baltic cooperation, similar to those afE€astral Europeans.
However, the prevailing point of view among the Baltic elites is that institutions are
necessary and the only guestis how to make them more effective. Therefore on the
issue of institutions Baltic leaderslwot find an example in theirection of EasCentral
Europe.

Quite perspective seem contacts with thedBen parliamentarians and a formal
agreement with the Benelux Inter-parliamentargnsliitative Council was signed on
November 1994. Atis Lejins argues that the Benelux, rather than the Nordic model is the
more appropriate for the Baltics, and since joinloggh the EU and NATO are the top
foreign policy priorities of each Baltistates, even more s&? It is true that in the latest
years there is a big interest @ang the Béic parliamentarians kut the work of their
colleagues from the Benelux. The economic issues and appropriate legislation and
administration, we like them or not, are the main criteria on estimating the progress of
development of three states on their way to EU. Thus, it is well-based reason to learn
from the Benelux experience and to put forward the main economic issues aswgds t
eventual Customs Union etc. However, we should not forget that the geographically
closest and the biggest Baltic supporters on the irtienah arena certainly are the
Nordic countries. EU members from the Nordic countries and the Nordic Council itself
actively promote the &@itic EU membership that not always can be sdidut Benelux
countries. Therefore | would suggest the validity of bothmgptas - Benkeix and Nordi
and try to use the more appropriglements of istitutional cooperation from the both.
Balts should not worry all thiime - what model to follow, but lter look to this point
from the existing situation in relation to EU. Sooner or later, all three Baltic states will be
admitted to the European Union and then the inter-Baltic cooperation will take a new
level (perhaps even new direction) in context of the overall European integration.

Following the Baltic Assembly, the next common Baltic institution is the Bali
Council of Ministers, established on June 1994. It was obvious that inblernestary
institution is missing for aappropriate inter-governmental institution. By eshing the
Baltic Council of Ministers a new stage in the formation of institutionalized cooperation
has been reached. According to the Terms of Reference, the tasks of the BCM are to

make decisions ith regard to the recommendations of thdti@&ssembly, carry ou
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assignments in accordance with agreements concluded betweenltibesides, and

address matters of relevance in the context of Baltic coopef4tion.

The Baltic Council of Ministers is chaired by the prime ministers and has few
working levels:

1) the ministers for Baltic cooperation: ministers of the foreign affairs (and, in specific
areas of cooperation, branch ministers from each state),

2) the Baltic Cooperation Committee - coordinates the work of the Baltic Council o
Ministers between meetings of prime ministers as well as between meetings of the
ministers for Baltic cooperation (ministers of foreign affairs),

3) the Committees of Senior Officials - permanently worliogly of the BCM within
the appropriate sphere of responsibflity.

Decisions of the Baltic Council of Ministers are made on the basis of the principle
of consensus. Decisions of the BCM are binding for the Baltic states and should be in full
accordance with the internal laws of each Baltic state. Decisions of the BaltciCo
Ministers without appval on the national parliaments do not come into féfce.

The number of the Committees of Senior Officials, initially established as 15, has
grown up and reached already “2Ganging from foreign affairs, defense and peace
keeping, border guding, justice and legislation, to different economic issues, culture,
migration (the latest one) etc. There has been a lot of criticism on the large number of
committeed? Concerns have been expressed about the formal character of some
committees, suggesting that better idea would be to concentrate work on such spheres
which are more common in interests and ability to reach the mutually beneficial results.
The number of working committees at the appropriate Benelux exemditetion also
has grown up from initial 12 to 16, but now it has been decreased considerably - until onl
6! * Nordic Council of Ministers has a similar small number of committees. Such facts
are leading to the suggestion - Baltic leaders should carefully examine the necessity o
existing committees: do we really need them all? Perhaps the parliamentarians of the
Baltic Assemblycould take an incentive and check this problem? Not always the indicator
of the degree of the institutiolization is quantitative number of existing institutions. The
main thing is effectiveness of institutions, not their number. Also possible is scenario tha
time will make its’ own corrections and later this number ohigottees will dlange again,
but at that time - to the opposteection. The Baltic cooperation and institutions - all

these things are in the permanent process of movement, not as an invariable single frame.
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The Baltic institutions - the Baltic Assembly and the Baltic Council of Ministers -
initially has been established and functioned on the basis of tlikchaample, then later
has showed signs of direction to the Benelux model. But what are the differences among
the models mentioned before?

The most striking difference is included in the functions of the Baltic institutions
so called “high politics”: cooperation in foreign, defense and security policy as well as
crime prevention and border guarding issues. Importance of high politics appeared alread
at the time when the quem of the Russian troop withdrawal from the Baltic states was
at the top. Now such top issues are related to the endeavors of the Balts to be admitted in
the EU and NATO as well as their geographical closeness to Russia. Therefore, there is
nothing wrong about coordinating such issues that are relevant for Baltic politics, by using
institutions.

What potential innovations could be used for the Baltic institutions? The role of
the regional parliament - Baltic Assembly - will never be like smupranational
institution; thus the BA will remain as a camtstive and coordinating stitution. Much
more important is effective functioning of the executive power - the Baltic Council o
Ministers. The activities of this institution will depend to much extent on the emphasis,
which is to be put on the foreign policy of eacHtiBaountry for the direction to inter-
Baltic cooperation. It seems that there is no need for such supranational permanently
working group of civil servants like Europearor@mission has. However, perhaps the
Baltic Council of Ministers might be the driving force of Baltic cooperation. Certainly, it
depends mostly on the dgon-making in the capitals of all three countries (domestic
constraints) and the external factors facilitating or disturbing #itcBooperation. The
Baltic Council of Ministers as the common Baltic institution is able to help facilitate the
cooperation, if only there are interests and good willitfatto go for compromises) in the
national capitals of three states.

Parliamentarians of the Baltic Assembly might develop their work not only by
generating ideas and asking reports from the Baltic Council of Ministers, but pydee
pressure on their national level as well. Thayldaise the issues common to [i&aon
their national parliaments alkeep pressure on their governments. It seems too early to
speak hout such vision of the B& Assembly characterized by deputies’ sitting and

voting (like in the European Plament) on the basis ofojitical conviction andnot by
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national belongings. Such stage couldn@mce already quite significant level o
development of the inter-Baltic relations.

What about the influence of the IBa Assembly on the executive power, is it
really the problem in the development of the Baltic cooperation? Critics hgwedathat
a serious factor of disturbance in cooperation is of declarative character of the Baltic
Assembly: it has only status of recommendation, thus they are not compulsory for the
Baltic Council of Ministers. However, we shouhdt forget that the Baltic Assembly is
not supranonal institution, which decisions are strictly binding for member-states. The
main driving force in the Baltic case is national actors, bufptinpose of common
institutions is to facilitate the cooperation and not to be completely responsible for any
failures etc. Does it mean that common Baltic institutions are obsolescent? No, certainly
not. To some extent, common Baltic institutions are iktady factor in the tilateral
cooperation, especially in the period of any bilatershaies. On the other hand, bilateral
disputes and changes of governmentiifierent periods in each of the Baltate disturb
and slow down overall cooperation. Nevertheless, the declarative and recommending role
of the Baltic Assembly is not a waste of time: common institutions help to exchange with
information, reduce uncertainty and establish stable mutuakc&tms aout others’
behavior as well as facilitates personal contactsnauntdial understading. Externally that
role is in presenting anited viewpoint to the outside world - for governments and
international organizations. Implementation of the practical resolutions of the Baltic
Assembly is much more the business of the national governments, but the role of common
executive institution is to facilitate the reaching of mutual agreements and thneter
and supervise their implementation.

In sum, | would suggest the validity of the existing common Baltic institutions.
The queson is not whether we need institutions at all, Iaw to improve their
effectiveness and adapt to new challenges. The quality of the existing institutions w
depend both on tianal governments and external environment.

The interests and political will of each of the Baltic country, ddion to the
main goal of foreign policy - joining to the Europeanidsn will determine the
continuation of inter-Baltic cooperation and activities of the common institutions.

It is valuable to reach understanding thaaltiB countries have anmon
institutions, not supranational institutions, therefore it is not correct to wait for the mai

emphasis in cooperative relations on the institutions. Mugheh level of instutions
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(supranational) we can expextly in relation to the structures of the European Union in
future. The experience of the Nordic and Benelux countries shows that the role o
regional institutions within integratdeéuropean structures does not disappeainish.

Do we need institutions in order to facilitate the cooperation? Tkeex is
certainly positive. Thepurposes of cooperation can change more than the fact o
cooperation itself. More cooperation may not necessarily be better thamdesa,
endeavors to promote cooperation will definitely yigidod results. However, more
effective coordination of policy among governments wodttdro help, and as an

instrument to achieve it serves the common institutions.

Conclusions

The cooperation among the l&acountries which began in the ead®90s is
continuing to develop nder the influence of several factors which, lgiting or
promoting Baltic cooperation, help to specify the intensity of the process. Cooperation
among the Balts is influenced by such external factors as internatidih#lons and
countries, which have a leading role in the Baltic region.

An important external actor in the process is Russia, which is seeking to maintain
its influence over the Baltic region. Although Russia can be seen as a factobwmgsh
the Baltic countries closer together, it isimplementing differing policies vis-a-vis the
Baltic states, and in certain cases this can reduce the intensity of Baltic cooperation.

An important role here is played by the American presence in Europe.
Washington is becoming increasingly active in the Baltic states, too. In the context o
Baltic cooperation it ilundamendlly important that the United States see thikiBatates
as a unified region. Americaupport for the Baltic states is forcing the three to deepen
their cooperation in order to create a homogeneous region for the Europe of the future.

The Nordic countries have a generally positive effect on Baltic cooperation; the
are also part of the Baltic Sea region, and they want to see the Eastern shore of the sea as
a region of stability. Nordisupport for the Baltic states is peularly important as they

move toward the European Union, as they develop trilateral cooperation, and as they
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develop the broader “5+3” (the Nordic countries + th@ti@countries) cooperation
structure.

International organizations are also playing apracedentedly important role in
terms of the strategic goals of the Balts to become members of such international
institutions as the European Union and NATO. Baltic steps on the road to the European
union and NATO, especially in the most recent period of time, have dictated the politica
agenda of the three countries, and they have had a serflii@hce on cooperation
among the three.

Even though all three countries have the same goals, amouidsseem that
movement toward the international structuresusd promote Baltic cooperation, the fact
is that this is not clearly so. The accession of tHedstates to international institahs
is much more a matter of the national interests of each of the three countries in terms o
ensuring security and economic growth than it is a matter of pure Baltic cooperation.
Accordingly, it is inevitable that Baltic cooperation is put on taekiburner when these
broader processes of moving toward the EU and NATO and considered. Baltic
competition on the road to the European Union, as well as the unclear situation which
existed before the Amsterdam summit (which countries would be admitted to membership
negotiations first) braght confusion into the relationship among the Baltic states. In
some instances the three were even ready to abandon Baltic cooperation in the interests o
Euro-integration. In the future, the division of the Baltic states into twopsa(wit
respect to EU membership negotiationd) @ontinue to cause certain concerh®at the
development of Baltic cooperation in the near term.

On the other hand, the idea that membership in international institutions will full
replace Baltic cooperation is unfounded, as has been demonstrated by the existence o
many regional forms under the framework of the EU. We might rather speak of the fac
that Baltic cooperation has changed, and is continuing to change in terms of its content.
In the future, too, there will be issues which are best handled at the regional level, even
with respect to movement toward international structures — cooperation on “third pillar”
issues, for example. Furthermore, the movement of the Balites toward NATO
means that there must be close cooperation among the three in the secuwityasdct
because the process is going to be along one, the Bhltsave to be partners and

develop cooperation amongst themselves.
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Baltic cooperation has existed for a relatively brief period of time, and even
though there have been successes and failures of various magnitude in thishiglations
cooperation can take a concrete and stable place in the overall relations of the three
countries only gradually andith an acamulation of experience. External fad,
especially the integration process on the road to the European Union, will pose serious
challenges to Baltic cooperation in the next several years. If this periodvisesur
successfully, then, after the accession of the Baltic states to the EU, a new level o
cooperation could emerge among thdtiBaountries, and this, within the framework of

general European integration, would promote the mutual integration of the Bdttis,s

too.
Notes

1 Foreign Policy Concept of the Republic of Latvia Through the Year 2002, adopted
by Parliament on Al 7, 1995.

2 “Ja nevar tris, javar diviem” (If three cannot, then twosthuDiena 28 January
1997.
Ozolins, A. “Drosi pret ko” (Safely against whadiena 20 August 1996.

4 Rozenbergs, G. “lgaunija un Lietuva apsteidz Latviju” (Estonia and Lithuania
move ahead of Latviaiena 27 November 1995.

5 Business Central Europ&lovember 1993.

6 Baumanis, R. “Ligums tuvina integracijai” (Agreement nears intemrgtiDiena
4 October 1993.

7 “Brivas tirdzniecibas ligums — konkurence un tirgaplasinasanas” (The Free
Trade Agreement — competition and market expansidrna 20 June 1996.

8 “Atskiriga lauksaimniecibas politika kaveliguma noslegsanu” (Differing
agricultural policies hamper conclusion of agreemeNBatkariga 28 March
1996.

9 Resolution of the Heads of Governments of Latvia, Estonia and Lithuania on the

Baltic Customs Union. Riga, February 13, 1995.
10 Tocs, S. “Baltijas unija — generalmeginajums pirms ES” (The Baltic Union - a
dress rehearsal before the ED)ena 7 March 1997.

37



11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

“Benelux Economic Union - A Pioneer in European Integration”. General
Secretariat of the Benelux Economic Unib893.

Rozenbergs, G. “Baltijas Muitas Unijas nebus” (There will be no Baltic customs
union),Dieng June 10, 1996.

Resolution of the Heads of Government of the Republic of Latvia, thelfte of
Estonia and the Reblic of Lithuania on Further Development of the Common
Baltic Economic Area.http://www.mfa.gov.lv/mfa/pub/Baltic/geninfo.htm

Ibid.

Ibid.

Ibid.

“‘Agenda 2000 - GCwmmission Opinion on Latvia’s, Estonia’s, Lithuania’s
Application for Membership of the European Union”, 15 July 1997.

Foreign Policy Concept..gp. cit

Joint Statement of the Heads of Government of the Republic of Latvia, the
Republic of Etonia and the Rmublic of Lithuania on the activities of the BCM in
the process of integrationto the EU. Tiinn, 6 February 1997.

Kapustans, J. “EK vertejums par Igauniju — panakums visam Baltijas valstim”
(The EC opinion on Estonia — success for all of thétidBBstates), Latvija un
Eiropas SavienibaNo. 6, 1997, pp. 8-9.

Ozolina, Z. “The Geopolitical Peculifies of the Baltic States: Latvian
Perspective”, paper at the conference “Thalti® States: Cooperation and
Looking for the New Approaches”, Vilnius, 24 April 1998, pp. 27-28.

Kapustans, J. “EK vezjums...”,op. cit pp. 9-10.

“Simans velas” (Siman desires), report from the news agency BNS, Tallinn, 12
August 1997.

Ozolina, Z. “The Geopoaital...”, op. cit p. 28.

Materials from the scientific and practical conference “Russia and the Baltic
States: Prospects for Cooperation”, Diplomatic Academy, Russian Ministry o
Foreign Affairs, 10 December 1995.

Trenin, D. “Maskava buvetais Baltijas politikas kugis iziet jura” (The Baltic polic
ship built in Moscow goes to se®jiena 7 April 1997.

Joint Communiqué of the Presidents of the Republic ¢drita, the Rephlic of
Latvia and the Republic of Lithuania, Palanga, 10 November 1997.

38



28

29

30

31

32
33

34

35

36

37

38

39

40
41

42
43
44

“Aizsardzibas ministrijas Baltijas kopigai drosibai” (Defensistries for joint
security of the Baltistates)|atvijas VestnesjNo. 170, 1993.

Sapronas, R. “Baltic Military Coopdien”, pgoer at the conference “The Baltic
States: Cooperation...4p. cit, pp. 141-142.

Ibid., pp. 142-144.

bid., p. 144.

Ibid., pp. 145-146.

Partnership Charter Between the Republic of Latvia, the Republictohigsthe
Republic of Lithuania and the Unite&tates of America, Washirgt, 16 Januar
1998.

Kreslins, K. and Ruks, M. “Tris Baltijjas valstailitara savieniba — iedomas vai
nepieciesamiba?” (The military union of the threaltiB states — fantasy or
need?”),Diena 2 January 1997.

Taylor, Paul “Supranationalism: the power and authority of international
institutions” in Groom, A.J.R. and Taylor, Paul (eds.) “Frameworks for
International Cooperation” (Pinter Publishek890), p.109.

bid., pp. 120-121.

Baltic Assembly Session Documen$95-1996 (The B#c Assembly: Riga,
1996), pp. 35-38.

Bleiere, Daina “Integration of the Baltitéges in the European Union: the Latvian
Perspective” in Lejins, Atis and Ozolina, Zaneta (eds.) “Small States in a
Turbulent Environment: The Baltic Perspective”, (Riga, 1997), p. 102.

Lejins, Atis “The Quest for Baltic Unity: Chimera or Reality?” in Lejins, Atis and
Ozolina, Zaneta (eds.) “Small States in a Turbulent Environment: The Baltic
Perspective”, (Riga, 1997), pp.174-175.

Terms of Reference of the Baltic Council of Ministers.

Ibid., also General Information on the Cooperation of the Governments of the
Baltic States and Regulations for the n@uittees of Senior ficials.
http://www.mfa.gov.lv/mfa/pub/Baltic/geninfo.htm

Terms of Reference of the Baltic Council of Ministers.

General Information on the Cooperation of the Baltic States.

Materials of the 8 session of the Baltic Assembly, April 1996 ifirius.

39



45 Liegis, Imants “Benilukss - sadarbibas paraugs Baltijjas valstim” (Benelux — an

example of cooperation for the Baltic countries) (Riga, 1997), pp. 29-30.

40



